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O Introduction

,P

The increased investments in education meansof solvingsocial

problems, during the-060', led society to require educators to evaluate

thiir work. In the course of responding to this o4tside pressure educators-
:.

,
4

expanded their evaluation efforts not only to Meet society's accountability

deMands,but also to provide direction for improving their various prOjects
*1.

1

P

-

and programs. :As a consequenee of this increased attention to educationil ;

evaluationAhousands of persons became trlypived in providing specialized -

-- evaluation service; an4 many.of them found that -they were ill prepared to

meet the challenge_00a,_1960.-
-. .

Ijt
- In attempting ta identify and meet their common'needs, these persons

.

1

. ,

inevitably began to forge a.profession of educational evalUation. This

profession. is visible inmany forms thato,veri not present-just 10 years.

, .

ago. The field's recently acquired characteristics include itsJournal.s4

..newsletters, and books; its organizations and conventions;'its comnanies
v

,
.

and institutiTialunits; its treining.and research programs; and,its

.

istandards. While the profession in many respects-isimmatura, there can be

no doubt that increasingly if has become an icOntifiatile, component of the.

.

broader governmental, and professional,ettOlishment of education.. The pre-

commonly heard in the mid 19604S, that.formalized educational

4 ,

evaluation-wet a fad-and would soon disappear, proved false, and there.are

.

ftrong indications that this'field will cohtinuefo grow in impoltance and

,

. sophisticationei.
,. .

In order:to foster positive growth of their field, educational

evaluators should. identify and attend as carefully:as they 'can to their '

.
.

.. .;

past successes and failures.,
1,
Otherwise, they are.dooMed.to repeat their

- mistakes and-zeqUally debilitatingnot to sustain and build on their
,

. ,

.--

I°
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successes. Ongoing review and, improvedient of one's service is clearly the

hallmark of a professional, and, by extension, of a profession. An important

function of organizations, such as-the Evaluation Network, ls,to foster such
.- , .

ireview and to provide direction forneeded mprovements. .

.
,

. .

. .. ,

As a modest contribution to heli ping -EN-tg serve this function; 'I am

pleased torespond to Bob Ingle's invitation to examine the history and'

future directions of educational evaluation. Largely, I-will Confine my

- review to the last:fifteen-years and will consider four diMenS4.ons that I .,

...

. , . .
.

.

. believe are important in the examination of any piofesssiOn. I will also offer

.-

a_few recommendations.directed' at overcoming problems and building on past
4 u

aChievements. ,
t

°

1. ConCeOtualization of Evaluation

A

.

e4

Clbarly, one of the problems most evident in the literature of evaluation

is the confusion and controversy over the term evaluation. A particular

(problem, in-this regard, is that pioneers in evaluation----and especially their
.

.decipTei-=iended to equate evaluation,to the use of some pizeferred techniques.

..°

They linked the teem(tp beliavioral.objectivei (Tyler, 1949), standardiked

tests (Ebel, 1965), experimental designs (Campbell and Stanley, 1963), and expert. 2

,

a

<

- reviews (National Study of Secondary SChooliEvaluation, While these tech-

niques- undoubtedly are useful in evaluition, 'elpatin6 any'one,of teem to evaluation

. ,
.

is a serious mistake (Fisher, 1951). The consequences of using such equations
..

. .

, .
.

.

. .

are narrow'assessments, feedback limited to post floe.results, impractical/

.,

inflexible procedueal plans, and/or threat brought an by vesting all autiwity
- ..-.

.

for judgment cf aprogram in a party havinglittle or no rkporitibility for .

.

0 . \

acting-on the recommendations.

Important'additions U:the suggestions for defining evaluation include

a
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Cronbach's emphasis (1963) on evaluation as a process for guiding improvement

.

.

efforts, the recommendation by the PDK 'Study Committee on Evalukion

1
. ,..., .,.

(Stuffiebeam, et al., 4971) that evaluation should be viewedas a proCess for

i .

identifying and ju ging,decision alternatives, Stage's. (196i) equating of
. 4..

'evaluation to a process of description and Aidgment, Scriven's (1967) emphasis

on a systematic approach to assessment of worth and,merit, and Eisner's (1975)

characterization of evaluation as connoiseurship and criticism. These and

other authors have extended and explored:the meaning of evaTUation, beyond

mere- definitions, by offering extensive theoretical formulationtt(Stufflebeaffr

. .
. .

and Webster, 1980). And, very recently, Cronbach and4Asotiites (.1980' , 1
j:" . .. .

provided an in-depth view of the meaning 814aluation through their enclichtment
.,. .

.

o'f,current.theory andlpractice, thleir Catl-fota reformatiohtheir..'positing of

.
. .

:7
. .

! '
. . .

95 theses, and;theiroutlining of needed.iMprovements. The Cronbach iTview°.-
.

.
.4

9

',revealed that the disagreement, prevalent in the late 1960's about whether. . -.-

- . ...

. ,

evaluation should be mainly formative or summative, is still present.

.A very general view, in,the,form of 30:articulated and illustrated

standards, was provided by the Joint Committee On Stand41-ds for Educational
I

EValuation (1981). Their formUlation which is reflectiVe'df a common.

dictionary definition, is that evaluation is the systematic-Assessment of the
. q . .

'worth or merit of some, object. While this formulation-lis consistent with'

0

.

Scriven's position-that evaluation necessarily involves value determinations,
.

it acknowledges (particularly 'through.its Vafuational InterpretationStandard)
. :

.the potential utility, under different sett (lf circumstances, of several

different ways of assigning value meaning to findings. These options include'

matching outcomes to valued objectives, collecting and analyzing judgments

'offered by a wide range of"interested parties, assessing the extent that
o

attainments are responsiveto assessed needs, charging the evaluator to offer

.
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1 , '
*

4 an overall assessment of worth or merit, and advising theaudience for,the

evaluation to arrive.at a judgmignt. 'The fact that the Committee djcrnot
-

4'

..

.

re.coinmend any.of
,

these over th others.i reflective'of the state of the art
p ,_

. .,

itikevaluatioN since respected leallers have proposed the different approaches
. .

to vilding, while research has-not demonstrated the superiority of any.of

them..

- , The preceding discussion is indiCative of both the substantial progress

, of educational evaluate': in conceptualizing evaluation and,theepeed.for

I., further work. Clearly, some members of the educational' evaluation conimbnitY.
. 0 .

. . . 0 .

. ;have advance in their flexibility and carefill thinking about:evalbation.
.6 .' . ..

0

On the other hand, many practitioners Of ,educational evaluation have persisted

6
to Use-some narrow concept of,evaluation without developing a defensible .

. ,

ratio04!e forylis use, 'Also, there, has been very Little empirical research On
, ,

the relative merits of different approaches to evaluation. -Clearly, the field.

of evaluation could profit from systematic-exaMinations of,the feasibility,

costs, and benefits of competing conceptualizations, and from more effective
. . ..

.educationx-cif-the-full-i'ifijeTof participants in the educational evaluation
. -

enterprise--about What take'(190) has termed the "full courftenance of evaluation." ,

-
, I

2. Technology of Evaluation .

Closely linked to the problems of conceptualizing evaluation are those

linked to thetechnofogy,of evaluation. The methods used most often in

educational .evaluation have been drawn from the area of educational and
.

. psychological research. Especially these inclucle,comparative experiments

, 'as a means of asSigning students to programs, standardized tests for ....

. ,..
. -., - .

obtaining ouicome data, and ,analysis of varigiZe for examining and inter-
. . .

.preting the obtained results.. A 4rvasiveproblem is that these techniques'

, . , .,
;

..- .

<*-
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are poorly fitted to the charadteristics' and special needs of thvast

4' majority of evaluation studies (Wolf, 1981). They require assitiptions"that

often could not be met, and, even if they coOld,. these techniques typically

I

0 O.

address questions other thaa.those of-primary concernto the audiences for

evaluatiOnsioreover, the use. of.these techniques withoMt regard for

: 71 e 1.

satisfying :their required assumptions has led to the justifiable charge that

evaluations freqeently are no more than poor research studies. A costly con-
-.

segUence_of this problem has bedh.an enormousoverinVestment by some of the

field's most talentedresearchers in attempts to'engineer research methods
a '

to meet the requirements of evaluation.. The payoffs Immrthese-efforts

have been miniscule compared to the costs of development aad field testing.

%
..,1 .

. . i . .
,

'Only recently have educational evaluators. begun-to realize that evaluation

needs a respectable methodology that. is built'from the ground up: That

thetechniques of ,evaluation must be.built to serve the ihformation needs of
-

the clients of evaluationi.to addres! the- central value issues, to deal with

situational realities, to fleet the requirementsof probity,-and to satisfy
r

1

needs -for veracity.veracity. Vih4le the field is far from developing afully functional

. ,

methodology that meets. theie requi.renientsithere have been some promising

developments. 'These include Goal Free Eyaluation (Scriven,, 1974, Evers, 1980

AdversaryAdvocacy teams (Stake and terde, 1.974), AdvocateTeams (Renhard,
. - .

11972), Meta Analysis (Glass, 1976, Krol, 1978), Responsive Evaluation-(Stake,.

197,5)., and-Naturalistic Evaluation (Guba and Lincoln 1981). Under the leader-,

ship of Nick4Smith (1978) a panel 'of writers has examined the' applicability

to'evaluation of a wide range Of investigatory techniques drawn from'a'.

.

variety of fields. Eisner (1975)-and his students have explored and

. 1
, ..

_developed techniques for iffrying the Connoiseurship model. Webster
1,

. .
.

(1975) and his colleagues haVe operationalized the CIPP model.,

i
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Stake (1978) haS adapted case study methods for use in evaluation. Roth 1977)3

Suarez (1980), Scriven (1977), and others hadVe begun to niake both conceptual and
,

% .
.oteisatidnal. sense of the crucial yet'illusive% concept 6f needs 'assessment::- :--- :

..,

. .
S

Personnel of the Toledo-Public Schools have,collaborated wit Bunda (1980) and

Ridings (1980), to deyise catalogs of evaluative criteria and associated

instruments' as a means of helping teachers and administrators to gear their data .

Collection -efforts-to their information requirements.

Finally, a great deal of .work has been done Ito encorporate the use of

.0 objectives referenced tests in evaluation"studieS. A particularly fruitful
,

t

application .of this latter technique is seen in curriculum embedded evaluations

'which provide teachers and students with an ongoing assesslient of attainments ink
) .

t .
.

-:.

relation to the sequential objectives of a turhiculum. Important work in this .

, -

area is being carried out in the Chicago SChools

.,

and 'by the Curriculum and
,.. .

0
.i ,

Instruction Department in the Dade County Schools (Chase 198D).
.

.

The efforts'to expand and Amprove the methodology of evaluation have had
.

.

. . .
.

.

i of' the
' A

some benefitical effects.. There has been more accepance o ..he neel for
.,

...

alternatives to- classical research Methods: The propOnents and critics_of__

--. . ..,.
experimental design,.as

;-

an optimal means of 'evaluation, haye'becbdie less
.

.
. ,

polarized and, lets emotional in their exchange about,what:m6thodt Are needed 4

. . ,

and what will work in echtcationaleva14-atAonsetti-ngs--(11erk7 11181-17
.

. In spite of a growing search for appropriate methods, increased communica-

;

tion 'and understanding, among the leading methodologists, and: the development of
_

new techniques, the actual practice of evaluation has. changed. very little in the

great majority of settingt. Clearly, there is a need forexpanded efforts to

9

educate .evaluators to,the availability of new' techniques, to try out and ,

report the results of using the new techniques, and to develoPTadditibrial

techniques. In all of these efforts, the emphasis must be on making the

methodology fit the needs of education, rather ttian Vice versa (Kaplan., 1964).
-

t



3.-, Application Of Evaluation .

.1.i .

-.. ,

, e

.:'

s I .
4

,o
4

,third-problem area involves the implementati9n*.of evaluation., , :...

.

-,,s

___--- j.

;A
. i .

i

.. .

!

. Foremo t in'this arm is insuffiCient staff-and resources in many educational

7 I. \
Inst tUtions-to,CArrs; out systematic evaluation. Another is the inability to

.r k
.

.
., . .

.

vent evaluations from being corrupted by political farces. .Finally, there

*

is.avidespread tendency to commit most or all of an-institution's evaluation

efforts to satisfying external requirements foreValqation, while leaving

'----iiiteiyarry--badarieedt-ftif\-eVAltiaticitt-tniattetided.-
. ..

The consequences of these deficieneres ire readily apparent in many .

, d
0

:,

educational institutions .and are indicative of a need for concerted effOrts

1 1 -1,- a , .,-. v..

to Increase and imprhve the application of evaluation. Systematic evaluatibn ,

''0of education is generally- present only in the large urban school districtS
..I

that have sufficient resources toimaintain a staff of e*aluatcon speciaTists;.

. .:

Land even in these districts evaluation'services Are heavily concentrated on .
, ..

issuing accountabiliti, reports for special prcjeCtsJunded fr'alb the outside

Awmideal-mainly-iitth-district-level concerns to the exclusion of schiplAnd_'-

, , , 1

:olassroom:Concerns. Compared to thellevel of evaluation.activity in urban
,

- , . : .

,.
_

school districts, systematic program evalusition-seeMs-a-bnostrexistent in

'

small.school.d4tricts and in colleges and universities. 'Also there have
.

beenepeated.reports (Brickell 11976, House 19.73 Sroufe 1977) about the

vulnerability, of evaluation's to political sabatagel

Despite the generally negative report on institutional,capkbilities to

._conduct evaluation, there have been some important developments. Some distridts
.

. . have set up and-operated excellent offices ofevauation (especially Saginaw,
-

1
iichigaN Dallas, Texas; Atlanta, Georgia; Portland, Oregon; Los Angeles

County; Cihcinatti, Ohio; La4ing,*Michigan; Toledo, Ohio; Austin, Texas;

_1

- ' and Philadelphia, Pennsylvania). Also, 3.number of corporationssuch as Abt

--.Associatesi Systen-DevelOpment-TC&OdratiOn,-and American Institutes for



,-, f
.

.
. .

.

... / 8.
. : ..

..bsearch--heve-develoOed and delivered -nigh gua;ity evaluation services
.-

= edicational institutions:.. Recently, Cronbach and Associates (1980) suggested

0

the use of "social problems study'groups" funded over a Tong period 0 time to

(

sustain
.

ongoing evaluation .of high priority national concerns in eduCation and

4

other areas. This. rrangement would have the advantage of concentrating

resources, in long -term programmatic inyestigations aimed at the formulatioh

and implementation of sound policies.

There have alio been some noteable develdpments to deal with ;political

realities. The Sagigaw Schools (AdaMs1970) developed. Board ofEducation

Policies to guide and govern evaluation in the District. The Dallas System

set up a Board of Education Committee on Evaluation and used it to help

focus district evaluation efforts on Board information needs and to increase

the Board members' useg-evaluation. While such Board Committees have been

I

controversial (4. Magazine, 1980), the Dallas experience-in,.this realm

fmerits careful study.

,3. : One of the most promising developments towards increasing the use.of

(
. _ , .

.

evaluAtion-at---tfie" school revel is seen in Atlanta's assignment
.

Of dual roles

. .
.

.

to evaluators; each evaluator serves a certain technical function such as
...

statistical analysis and a general liaison function to a sample of schools.

.

In addition, each. School maintains a curriculum improvement committee' which
.--

includes the assigned district level evaluator and is.oharged to conduct°

evaluation to identify and address curriculum improvement needs in the school.

r

This arrangement provides for a strong central evaluation functfon and

gdidance andtechnical backup for school level evaluation.

The problem of Serving both school and'district evaluation functions is

peculiar to American Public Education..' In other countries publqls& Dls

report directly to a central governmental 'authority and Are not grouped into

0
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districts. Some of the most advanced work tin school level eval uation 7,.

,. % ,
.

is to be seenTh the private schools of,the United Slates aid i4 private.
-

and goyernment.supported schools in Victonia, Australia.

. -,-\ A final point -worth noting that several studies Kaye 'been done or are
.

.

Inprogress to illuminate and,usess the strengths and 'weaknesses of evaluation

. . capabilities-and practiceS in school disiricts.(Chase, 1980, Kennedy 1980, °

Alkin 1979,,and King 1981). These are' an important resource-for taking stock of
,

.

what has worked; what hasn't, and what yet needs to be done to increase the capa-'
. .

,.
. ..-.

.
,

biltties of educational institutions to carrj, out vital, evaluation functions.

Furtyer studies of evaluation practice at the school' level aimed at assessing the
, . _ ,

state of the art, in genertl, and promising evaluation practices, in particular,

,-'------t

could provide-prihcipals and teachers with' valuable information by Which to
2

improve their use of evabation.

4. 'Professional Support for Evaluation

As the field of educational evaluation has grown, it has experienced

needs that are dommon to emerging professions. While the.field has
. ,

advanced cohSi.deably'in'dealing with these need, iis instructive to

consider the great deficiencies in this area that existed just 15 year ago.

At that time, practitioners of educational evaluation faced an identify
1

crisis. They weren't sure whether they should try try,e,resear chers,

, ,
testers administrators, teachers, or philosolAers.' They were unclear about

what special qualifications they should possess. There was no professional

organization that concent7ated on their particular problems. There were no

specialized journals through which they could excha4e,information about

their work. There was essentially no literature about educational evaluation.

Thee,was a,paucitYof preservtce and inservice training' opportunities in

evaluation. And there were no.articul4ted standards of good practice, except

for those confined to educational:and-psychological tests:

.
. ,
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The effeCts of these deficiencies were apparent` to any one: who looked7-
.

J

.

closely at educatidnal evaluatidn during the late 1960's. The field was

amorphous and fragmented. 'Many evaTuatiohi were carried out by ,untrained

OrsonnelCothers were.performedby reAgarch methodologist Who tried to

force educational; Situations to fit..thdir,meihods (Guba 1966). Evaluation

u,studies were characterized by great confusion, anxiety, and animosity. In

general, the budding field of educational evaluatIon had little stature

and pollitical clout.

Agafnst this backdrop, the progress of educational evaluatot" in

professionalizing t4eir field during the 197i., appears to be subitantial.

Educational' Evaluation and Policy Analysis, Studies in Evaluation, CEDR

Quarterly, and EvalliationiNews have proved 'to beaeicqlent media for.

recOding and disseminating information about progress in educational-

` evaluation. Books and monographs by Pdpham (1974), Provus (19711,

__Bloom, Hastings, and t4adaus (1971), Scriven (1980), Worthen and
,

Sanders (1973), Glass (1976), and many others have provided an enormous'

amount df information about the educational evaluation enterprise.. .The; May

.

12th group; division H of AERA, the Evaluatich'Network, and the EValuation,

.

Research.Society of America.have afforded excellent opportunities' for profes-
.

sional exchange among persons concerned wits the evaluation-pf education. and

other social programs.. Many universities have begun to offer at least one

course in evaluation methodology (as distinct from research methodology),

aid a few--such as the University of Illinois, Stanford University, Boston

College, UCLA, the Lniversity of Minnesota, and Western Michigan University--

have'developed graduate programOn evaluation. For seven years the U.S. Off'te

of Education has sponsdred a national program of ihservice training in evaluation

of special education (Brinkerhoff, in press), and several professional

.12 f
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organizations have offered workshops and, institutes on virious'evaluation
V

i.
..

topics. A,few-centers have been' established and maintained to Condect research
,

and development on evaluation; these include the evaluation-unit of the North-

west Regional Educational Laboratbry, the Center for tht' Study of Evaluation

at UCLA, the Stanford Evaluation Consortium, the Center for Instructional

,

Researdh and Curriculum Evaluation at the University of Illinois,\and the

,, Evaluation Center at Western Michigan University. The state ofLoUisjana

has established a policy and program for
a
certifying evaluators (Peck 1981),

Nlo

and Dick Johnson (1980), has issued a first draft of a directory of evaluators

and evaluation agencies. Increasingly, the field *has looked to meta evaluation

(Striven lin, Stufflebeam 1978) as a means of assuring and checkingthe quality

of evaluations. Finally.'a joint committee (Joint Committee, 1981,a.),

appointed by 12 professional organizations hai issued-a comprehensive set of

standards for judging evaluations of educational programs, projects, and
be

materials, and has established a mechanism (Joint Committee, 1981, b.) by which
.

to review and,revise the Standards-and assist the field to use them. In addition,

several other sets of standards with relevance for educational evaluation.(see

the May, 1981 issue of_Evaluation News) rave been issues.

This substantialprofess'ional development fn educational evaluation has

produced mixed r &sults. Dille there is undoubtedly better and more communica-

don in the field, there ias also been an enormous amount of "chatter" (Cronbach,

1981).- While Progres$ has been made through better and more training and

certification efforts to ensure that institutions can obtain services from
O

qualified evaluators, there ere orries (Stake, 1981) that this movement may

7 result in a club that narrows the practice of evaluation and excludes persons

from joining it for no good reason. The cooperation among professional

organizations concerned with educed-anal evaluation, fostered by the Joint

.

<6 4
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Committee on Standards for Educational Evaluation, is a promising but fragile

arrangement for promoting the conduct and use of high quality evaluation work.

And the creation of new professional organizations has increased communication

and reduced some of the fragmentation in the evaluation field; but fairly

sharp divisions between Division H, the Evaluation Network, and the Evaluation

Research Society cofltinue to exist.

In order to sustain. gains and work on solving some of the persistent

problems in the professional support-area,.several,moves are in order.

Editorial boards of eveluatiOntjournals should review and tighten their

criteria for choosing articles and, through more careful refereeing, should

attempt to increase the proportion of high quality published material. Annual

"evaluation circuses" in which evaluators of education and other social program

areas meet together without,giving up their primary evaluation organization

should be continued; and DIvision.H of AERA should be encouraged to participate

along with EN and ERS. The organizations and persons with prOfessional

interests in and allegiance to the field, of educational evaluation should°

sustain the work of the Joint Committee and use it to promote better conduct

and use of evaluation and improved credibility for the profession. Concerted

effo?ts,should be made to encorporate evaluation training into the p7-ofessional,

p paration programs of eJudators,oespecially educational administrators. .The,

major evaluation organizations must develop and sell a strong case for financial

support of the educational evaluation enterprise. Considering all they spend on
I

evaluation, government agencies should continue to invest in 'efforts to improve

the evaluation enterprise, including research, development, training, and pro-
.

fessiohal support.. Hopefully, private foundations will see the wisdom of

helping to fund the improvement of evaluation, since sound evaluation is

essential for improving education.



The preceding review portrays educational evaluation ac a dynamic, yet

immaturprofession. Th 44ins in this field over the past 15 years are

impressivei but there are many obvious deficiencies and insufficient

evidehce about impacts on teaching and learning. Strengths and weaknesses

--have.been outlined along with suggestions for improvement in four areas:

-4

the conceptualization of evaluation, techniques, applications, and professional

' support. The.pervasive theme in this analysis points to needs to improve

research, training, and financial support for educational evalLiationn. However,

leaders of the educational evaluation profession must ensure that efforts

to improve this profesSidn are geared not to serve the private and corporate

needs of evaluator's, but the evaluation, service needs of educators and their

. clients. Ultimately the value of educational evaluation must be%judged,in

terms of its contributions to improving learning, teadhirig, and educational

administration. All qf us in the educational evaluation business would do

well to remember and usle this basic principle to guide and examine our work.
0

a
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